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Das Leben und die Lehre Epikurs. Diogenes Laertius Bitch X. 
Uebersetzt und mit kritischen Bemerkungen versehen von 
Arthur Kochalsky. Leipzig and Berlin: Teubner, 1914. 
Pp. viii+78. 

The translation occupies 59 pages; the critical notes, the remainder of 
the book. The editor and translator, Dr. Kochalsky, was already known by 
his Marburg dissertation, De Sexti Empirici adversus logicos libris quaestiones 
critical, 1911, and by his contributions to Mutschmann's edition of Sextus 
Empiricus. But he is young, and it is well to bear this in mind in passing 
judgment on the present work. 

His book on Epicurus has been highly praised; but it hardly deserves 
the encomiums pronounced upon it. It will be found to be serviceable if 
used with extreme caution; for, while it contains much that is good, it is the 
work of a novice where much learning and a schooled judgment are required. 
I know of no writer who makes greater demands upon the knowledge of the 
scholar than Epicurus. It is therefore a pity that, if such work as Kochalsky 
undertook was to be done, it should not have been reserved for more experi- 
enced hands. On almost every page of the critical notes the editor betrays 
his immaturity and his want of acquaintance with the work of competent 
scholars on the writings of Epicurus. He says that Epicurus had not been 
translated before. A glance even at Ruge would have taught him otherwise. 
It is a real misfortune that he did not know of Hamelin's Epicure, published 
in the Revue de metaphysique et de morale, XVIII (1910), 397-440, where 
most of what he translates will be found better rendered. But this may 
not be wholly Kochalsky's fault, because Hamelin's paper was separately 
issued and for some reason not mentioned in the table of contents. Hence 
it has escaped the notice of bibliographers, and a friend, whom I directed 
to the article, failed to find it in a great university library, though the said 
volume was there, and the paging allowed for it! 

An interesting example of Kochalsky's ignorance of previous literature on 
Epicurus occurs in connection with § 38 (pp. 13 and 63). In a "Note on 
Merbach's de Epicuri Canonica" in the Berliner Philologische Wochenschrift 
for August 19, 1911, col. 1046, I called attention to the ludicrous and dis- 
creditable comedy of errors and ignorance of philological literature on the 
part of German scholars which centers around this passage. That comedy 
has apparently not yet reached the last act; for after the publication of the 
note appeared Arndt's thesis, and with a copy from the author there came 
to me a courteous note in effect begging for mercy, because he had been 
guilty of the same oversight that I had noted. But even this did not con- 
clude the chapter; for now Kochalsky bases his note on Arndt; and gravely 
proposes, as his own emendation, Kara iravra, which (so far as is known) 
originated with me in my "Epicurea," A.J.P., XXIII (1902), 187, and was 
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also subsequently proposed by Dr. Brieger, in similar ignorance of my paper. 
Surely the critical study of a text implies some knowledge of the critical 
studies already published about it, does it not ? 

Regarding the translation and the notes in detail I will not now write. 
To do so would require much space and would give to Dr. Kochalsky's book 
an undeserved prominence. The large number of notes I have written on 
the margin will more fitly appear at a later time in an independent study of 
Epicurus, si dis placet. 

W. A. Heidel 

Wesleyan University 



